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them, as if any of us are invited. Daily
we are invited to places. | was invited
to a synagogue. Of course, | went to
speak to my constituents about issues
important to them at a synagogue. |
am a Catholic. Should | have not gone
simply because it was not a house of
worship in my own faith?

So | denounce this and ask people to
be a little more civil and a little bit
more respectful of the differences that
we have as Americans on fundamental
beliefs and principles. We should all
agree that the nice thing about the
United States of America is that we
can worship in the way we so choose.
We can go to the places of worship we
recognize as those that lead our faith.
But we do not cast aspersion nor do we
criticize people.

So this commentary that somehow
the Speaker is biased and the majority
leader is biased is pure bunk. And,
again, | say to my colleagues that if
they are compassionate, if they are one
of faith, if they are one that deeply be-
lieves Catholicism is an important reli-
gion, those who seem to be defending it
today and saying that Republicans are
anti-Catholic, | can clearly assure
them, clearly assure them from the
bottom of my heart, that that is not
the premise of the Republican Party
and it is certainly not that of our lead-
ership.

SENIOR CITIZENS’ FREEDOM TO
WORK ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. SAM JOHNSON) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | am pleased to stand here
with my fellow Republican, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. SHAwW), who
was instrumental in helping us get the
Social Security earnings limit off
today.

I introduced this bill 1 year ago, after
hearing from many folks around the
Dallas area and surrounding cities who
are over 65 who want to continue to
work. One of them is named Tony
Santos. That is his picture right there.
Tony is a part-time operator of a tele-
vision camera now at Channel 4 in Dal-
las. He started there in 1951, when he
was just 18 years old, and he retired in
1992. 1 first met him when | got back
from being a POW in Vietnam; and he
helped cover that return back to Dal-
las, which was really emotional for me.

Not just anyone can operate a tele-
vision camera. It is a technical job and
it requires specialized skills. So when
folks take a vacation or get sick, Chan-
nel 4 finds itself in a bind and they call
on Tony. Tony is over 65 and, after all,
has a lot of experience, and he is happy
to fill in. But the station needs him
more than he is able to work due to the
Social Security earnings penalty,
which says that if he works more and
earns more than $17,000 in this year he
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starts losing his Social Security bene-
fits. He worked for and paid for those
benefits, and it is not Washington’s
money. It is his money.

Tony’s beautiful grandchildren, over
here, are also shown: Daniel, Emily,
Jacob, Jason, and Stephanie. She is
just 8. Tony wants to be able to help
them buy school books and get the best
education possible, but he is penalized
by the government just for working to
support his grandchildren. Mr. Speak-
er, that is un-American. It is not right
that Tony should not be able to work
all he wants to, he is in great health,
and still receive his Social Security
benefits which he worked so hard for.

I wonder sometimes why we try to
punish other Americans with the laws
we pass. | want America to know that
Tony Santos, here in this picture,
heeds the words of Thomas Edison:
“There is no substitute for hard work.”
And | think the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. SHAw) and | both have heard
workers in America say that to us;
that when they get to be 65, they are
not necessarily ready to retire. But
they have worked and put into the So-
cial Security fund and they would like
that little extra benefit that it pro-
vides.

This morning, believe it or not, the
Democrats, some of them, said this bill
only helps the rich. Well, I am sure it
will come as news to Tony Santos that
he is rich, because he is not. And why
we always hear this class warfare cre-
ated is beyond me. This bill provides
relief for all hard-working seniors. And
today we took the first step in making
sure that Tony Santos and the other
close to a million seniors just like him
can work and be rewarded and not be
penalized.

I was pleasantly surprised President
Clinton has decided to endorse the bill,
the Senior Citizens’ Freedom to Work
Act, to eliminate the Social Security
earnings penalty. One day earlier the
President’s chief spokesman spoke out
against it. The gentleman from Florida
may remember that. But today at least
I am thankful the President has
changed his mind and decided to sup-
port the repeal of the Social Security
earnings limit without any strings at-
tached. And that is exactly what hap-
pened today on the floor of this House.
We passed a clean bill with no strings
attached. Just a bill to eliminate the
Social Security earnings limit.

Our Republican leadership has al-
ways understood the importance of this
issue, and they made it a top-10 item
for this Congress. For the past three
sessions | have introduced repealing
the Social Security earnings penalty,
but by no means was | the first sponsor
of this legislation. My colleagues will
remember Barry Goldwater and his ef-
forts in 1964. Repealing the penalty on
seniors was his initiative way back
then, and I am elated to finally be
standing here so close to the repeal of
the penalty that we can finally give
every American the freedom to work.

I must confess, though, that | have a
feeling that the close to 65,000 seniors
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affected by this penalty in Texas, and
the close to a million seniors affected
nationwide will be more thrilled than |
am to see it passed.

Would the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. SHAW) care to comment on that? |
know the gentleman has been the
chairman of the Subcommittee on So-
cial Security in the Committee on
Ways and Means, and he has been an
interested person in this issue. And not
only this issue but, as my colleagues
know, he has been a supporter of the
Shaw-Archer Social Security reform
bill, which | consider this step one to-
ward addressing that problem.

Mr. SHAW. Well, Mr. Speaker, | want
to congratulate the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. SAM JoHNsON) first of all,
for being so persistent. The fact that
that bill is named H.R. 5 shows that
that was one of the first filed here, and
those first numbers are usually set
aside by the leadership to show that
these are bills that we really plan to
move. The gentleman’s having filed
that over a year ago to have gotten
that number | think really speaks very
well of his foresight and his faith in
this Congress, and his persistence, in
that he filed several of these bills in
the past.
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We had hoped that this H.R. 5 was
going to be folded into the Archer-
Shaw bill, which was going to be a
much larger bill that would have saved
Social Security for all time. But when
you get into presidential election
years, sometimes it is hard to really
bring people together and pass good,
common sense legislation, as the Ar-
cher-Shaw bill is; and it is one that
would save Social Security for all time
without privatizing Social Security.

This is one of the things that really
concerns me more than anything else.
And | was very concerned to hear the
President’s last proposal in which he
was going to take the money coming
into Social Security and play the stock
market with it.

I think Americans do not want that.
That is something that we on the Re-
publican side are going to oppose. And
my guess is that the majority of the
Democrats will also oppose it.

But we do have to change the way
that we view Social Security, but we
can do it without increasing the FICA
tax, no more burden upon the Amer-
ican worker; and we can do it, too,
without in any way, any way, changing
the benefits so that the cost-of-living
increases stay in the Social Security
system.

The example that my colleague has
pointed out with his constituent re-
minds me of a call that came into our
office. A young lady who works in the
office, Elizabeth Richardson, who re-
ceived the call just in the last day or
two. It was someone calling from Cali-
fornia. It was not from a constituent. |
think it was San Diego or somewhere
out on the West Coast. The person
wanted an explanation of what it was
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that we were doing. And she explained
to him that we were removing that on-
erous tax from seniors that takes a dol-
lar out of every $3 of benefits that they
receive should they go over the earn-
ings limit.

And he paused for a moment, and she
heard a little silence; and after she ex-
plained it all to him, he said, Would
you go give the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. SHAW) a big hug.

Well, we have a policy in my office
against young ladies giving the boss a
big hug. However, | can say that this
shows the gratitude that | think so
many of those seniors out there are
going to really feel when they really
understand what we have done.

This is not something that we are de-
laying until next year. This earnings
penalty will be done away with as of
January 1, 2000. That is 2 months ago.
So the monies that these people have
already lost will be given back to
them. And it is the right thing to do.

That is why we had every Member of
this House step up and put their card in
the electronic device that we vote on
and put their vote up on the score-
board, which is right here above the
press gallery, and | think it shows the
widespread support that this has.

A lot of people have wondered, how
did this possibly get into the Social Se-
curity law in the first place. Well, very
simply put, the Social Security bill
was written during the Great Depres-
sion back in the 1930s; and at that time
it was the feeling of the Congress, and
I believe probably of Franklin Delano
Roosevelt at the time, that the older
workers should move aside to make
room for the younger workers. But re-
member, we had huge unemployment of
25 percent.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, let me add if 1 might what
Roosevelt did in that first bill. He cre-
ated a Social Security program; and if
they worked, they could not have any
Social Security. And then it kind of re-
formed throughout the years, and we
finally got the penalty up.

| see the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. FOLEY) here, too, who is also on
the Committee on Ways and Means,
that maybe can help us.

But, in 1935, seniors could not receive
any benefits if they worked. And then,
believe it or not, it was modified 4
years later, in 1939, so that if they
earned up to $14.99 a month, they did
not have to pay a penalty. Can you be-
lieve that?

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, | do believe
it. But, you know, back then it might
have made a little bit of sense when
you had unemployment of about 25 per-
cent, people desperately needed jobs.

Now we have the other problem. We
need more workers in this country. The
economy is doing good, and we need
more workers. And we particularly
need the skills of our seniors. We are
losing so much talent.

The gentleman from the State of
Florida (Mr. FOLEY) and | have | think
it is 81,000 seniors that are going to be
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directly affected by this. Nationwide it
is, as my colleague said, just under a
million. It is a little over 800,000 of the
seniors that are going to be affected.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, it is close to 1.1 million they
are saying now according to the 1999
Census Bureau.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, this is just
the right thing to do. Now, people have
wondered why in the world Congress
did not do it earlier. Well, it simply
means that that money was being
spent by the Congress to run the Gov-
ernment, so they were taking it away
from our seniors, taking their pension
away, so they could spend the money
on other things. That was wrong. It
was wrong then. It is wrong now.

That is why we have had this great
support and the support from the
White House that I am pleased to see
that we are getting at this point. The
President said he did not want to re-
form Social Security on a piecemeal
basis. But | think when he took a good
look at this, he said, this is one that I
have got to support. It is a great initia-
tive, and | am so pleased the result we
have had here in the House.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | ask the gentleman, what is
this going to cost?

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, over the
long-run, it does not cost us anything.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, and that is great. Absolutely
no cost, according to the actuaries, to
the Social Security Trust Fund. So we
are not invading the Social Security
Trust fund at all.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, let me ex-
plain that for a moment. Because that
sounds impossible, but it is.

What happens when that money is
taken away from the seniors in the
form of an earnings penalty, it is given
back to them very slowly after their
70th birthday, so that their benefits ac-
tually increase a little bit in order for
them to get some of that money back.
And if they live long enough, they get
it all back.

But the problem with that is that the
Government is using their money
which they earned, which they are en-
titled to at the retirement age, which
the Congress said is 65 and that is what
they are entitled to. So it is wrong,
even though they get it back over a
long period of time.

In the long run, it does not cost any-
thing. In the short run, it does cost
something and it is going to cost some-
thing. The money is there now. We
have walled it off to save Social Secu-
rity. We have walled it off in the
lockbox, which | think most of the
Members support. And it certainly
passed the House of Representatives
with good support from the Democrats
as well, but a Republican idea in which
we walled it off.

We do not spend the Social Security
surplus on governmental expense. It is
wrong, wrong, wrong.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | thought it was amazing that
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one of the ladies that testified before
our committee, and | do not think the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY)
heard it, or maybe he did, it was the
full committee, because she said, they
are stealing that from me. That is my
Social Security earnings that | am sup-
posed to be receiving, and you are tak-
ing it away from me. You are stealing
it from me. And guess what, you get it
back later, but not with interest.

So the Government is kind of putting
it to you when you have a penalty like
that.

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleague,
what does he think?

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. SAM JOHN-
SON) and, of course, the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. SHAwW) for their com-
ments.

I was delighted to see on this House
floor today a unanimous vote for the
measure that he introduced in our
committee. It is a beautiful thing that
people are finally recognized. At least
in America, seniors are recognized for
the value that they bring to our com-
munities.

It is interesting to think about back
in Social Security’s origination, of
course, the longevity tables were much
different; and | can understand maybe
why initially they thought there may
be a penalty because people were not
expected to live past 68 or 72 years of
age. And now they are longer, and they
are more productive and healthier.

One of the most important things I
want to strongly note is that the sen-
iors are the most important life link
not only to the past but to the future.
We can learn so much. Many people in
my generation and below my genera-
tion, particularly all these new Inter-
net people and Internet-challenged
children, if you will, they are looking
to the 21st century as the new unique
and opportunistic place in time; and
they are forgetting the wonderful gains
made by those who are now over 65 and
those who have brought so much in-
sight and wisdom to our communities.

I mentioned today on the House floor
that my father retired at the age of 77
from the Palm Beach County school
system. He continued to work. And, of
course, he had a penalty back when he
worked between 65 and 70. And | think
that was patently unfair. He worked
from his early youth, served in the Ma-
rines, served in World War Il, came
home to raise a family, became a proud
member of the community, and chose a
profession that he deeply loved. He
could have made money in the private
sector and done some things, | am cer-
tain. He is very talented and smart.
But he chose to instill the knowledge
he had with our children in the school
system.

He was a coach, much like the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT),
the Speaker of the House, back in his
days of high school. He then decided
after 65 that he wanted to stay vig-
orous and involved in helping change
children’s lives. So he did. And lo and



March 1, 2000

behold, our Government slapped a pen-
alty on his Social Security income.

As the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARMEY) said clearly at one of our con-
ferences, he said, under any other cir-
cumstances, this would be discrimina-
tory; there would be an age discrimina-
tion suit filed.

And so | applaud the leadership. | ap-
plaud certainly both the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT). |
know they have worked on it for years
and years. But | particularly applaud
the two of my colleagues, because they
really spearheaded the initiative. They
brought it to fruition.

More importantly for the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. SHAw) and |, who
represent Florida, I am the seventh
oldest, if you will, Medicare-eligible
district in America. And | know that
this is fabulous news for our citizens.
We have adjoining districts, so we have
so many similar, if you will, constitu-
ents who want to be a part of the great
economy, who want to be part of the
dynamics that are now evolving; and
they want to be feeling like they are
appreciated.

But somehow that light goes out in
the Federal Government at the age of
65. No, no. Why do they not go sit
down, go rest, go lounge around some-
where, because they are no longer valu-
able, they are no longer needed.

What the Archer-Shaw bill does
today is say to senior citizens 65 to 70,
not only are you needed, you are want-
ed. We want you as part of our country.
We want you as part of our economy.
And we want you to not only have your
Social Security money that you paid
for and that you earned, but we want
to give you the chance to make more
money in your pockets to safeguard
your financial security.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, and guess what? They pay
taxes on that money, too.

This is a letter from AARP, which
has given their support to this project,
which says, “‘Older workers have the
skills, expertise, and enthusiasm that
employers value.” They support reduc-
ing or eliminating this penalty totally,
and that is what we have done.

As the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
SHAW) said, it is a good first step to-
ward getting Social Security reform
totally. At least we are looking at it.
As chairman of the committee, my col-
league is going to have hearings to talk
to this issue and others that have come
up during the debate.

| see we are joined by the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA).

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, can | ask
one question if the gentleman would
continue to yield.

The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
SHAW) has been in Congress since 1980.
And | am not certain of the start of the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. SAM JOHN-
SON).

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas.
Speaker, 1991.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, | ask the
gentleman, why was this not consid-

Mr.
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ered before? Why was this issue not
brought to the forefront?

It seems like, with 422 votes, this is a
child looking for adoption and it found
it today. But what was wrong in all
those years?

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, the fact of the matter is the
Democrats controlled the Congress for
such a long time over 40 years, and
they did not brother to introduce this
bill or make it go. And now they real-
ize that this is an important issue, and
they are with us on it for a change.
That is good. | think it is time for a
little bit of partisanship.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, | say to the
gentleman, | think it is also important
to note that we have walled off Social
Security with the lockbox. That money
is out there and held sacred. It goes to
pay down the debt if it is not being
used to reform Social Security or
Medicare. It is money that has been
paid in by workers for their retirement
years. We quit spending it.

The direct answer to the question of
why was it not done before: in the old
days, the Congress spent that money.
They spent it as if it were
unencumbered tax dollars. They spent
it on all kind of problems. In fact, they
spent even more than that, and that is
what ran up the national debt. That is
why we owe so much money.

But things are changed around here.
We are living within our means. We are
paying done the national debt. We are
reforming Social Security. We are not
taking Americans’ pensions away. We
are allowing the older American work-
ers to keep what they have earned.

Social security is an earned right of
the American people. It is that simple.
That is black letter law. And it is not
for any Congress to take away any of
that or compromise any of those bene-
fits. It is a contract, a sacred contract,
between the Government and the peo-
ple of this country, the American
workers. And this is what has to be
preserved.

You know what | was thinking when
I was sitting here managing a portion
of this bill today, | sort of felt the spir-
it of Claude Pepper coming into this
area. A portion of my district down in
Miami-Dade County was in Claude Pep-
per’s. He would have been very proud of
this Congress today and what we have
been able to accomplish. Because he
was Mr. Social Security when he was
there, and | think we are taking his
place as Mr. Social Security.

Our job is to protect the sacred, con-
tractual right of our American work-
ers.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, did my colleagues know that
by 2030, one-fifth of the entire popu-
lation will be age 65 or older?
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According to a Manpower Inc. study
released this week, nearly one in three
U.S. companies will hire more workers
in the upcoming second quarter, of this
year. Tight labor conditions are going

H619

to continue to persist and demand for
workers is at the highest level in 20
years. Those seniors that we have
taken the earnings limit off of now
have an incentive to go back to work,
and | think that these companies will
hire them.

Mr. SHAW. We need them. It is not
only what they are entitled to. We need
them in the workforce. There is so
much talent that we have lost. Go into
the hospitals today, go down the cor-
ridors, see the age of the nurses that
are about to retire. When the baby
boomers come through and when they
start using the hospitals more, who is
going to be there to take care of them?
We have a shortage of nurses in this
country.

The school teachers, some of the
greatest teachers that we have are age
65 and older. We need to keep them in
the workplace to train our kids. On a
construction job, the supervisors are
older people and they are there to train
the apprentice, the young people com-
ing in. We need to pass these skills
down. It is wrong when people are liv-
ing longer, enjoying life more, want to
work or even have to work that we
come back and penalize them. That is
just so wrong. It is so wrong.

We talked earlier about class war-
fare. What about this one? For so long,
if you were wealthy, if you had stocks
and bonds, if you had real estate, if you
had income that was not what we call
earned income, that is stuff that you
actually earn by working, you were not
penalized. But if you were a working
person, whether you had to work or
just wanted to work, you were penal-
ized. What kind of class warfare is
that? We are getting rid of that. We are
getting rid of that. It is an earned pen-
alty whether you are living off of divi-
dends, interest or living off of the
sweat of your brow, you are not going
to be penalized anymore once you pass
retirement age and go on to Social Se-
curity.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. That
was a good statement. | yield to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. HOEK-
STRA).

Mr. HOEKSTRA. First | would like
to express my appreciation to my col-
leagues for moving that bill through
the committee, moving it to the House
floor and being able to come out on the
floor of the House and getting unani-
mous support.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. | have
never seen a faster subcommittee than
this guy ran. It was bang, bang and it
was out, with a unanimous vote.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. A unanimous vote,
bipartisan, all the right characteris-
tics. | think you are going after one of
the most unfair things in the tax code.
You have identified that. | did nine
town meetings last week. In my first
town meeting, it is the exact issue that
came up.

There was a gentleman who had re-
tired from teaching, had been sub-
stitute teaching and said, | reached the
threshold. The school wanted to keep
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me in the classroom. | wanted to stay
in the classroom. It is one of my rural
communities, Fremont, Michigan. He
said 1 wanted to stay in the classroom
but | looked at it and it made no sense
for me to stay in the classroom, in ef-
fect, it would almost cost me money
for the privilege of being in the class-
room to teach those kids.

That gentleman now is going to be
able to come back and he will be able
to do it this year. He will be able to
call up that school district and say, |
can teach as much as you now want me
to teach this year and as much as | am
available to teach because the other
nice thing about this bill is that, as
you said in your closing statement
today on the floor, the bill goes into ef-
fect on January 1, not of 2001 but of
2000, correct?

Mr. SHAW. That is correct.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. When this bill gets
signed by the President, it will in ef-
fect be retroactive, a retroactive tax
cut for workers for this year. It fits in
perfectly. It was 2 weeks ago that we
had a hearing in my subcommittee
about the shortage of workers that we
are facing. So whether it is the school
teacher and qualified teachers in Fre-
mont, Michigan or whether it is other
industries around the country today,
we know that there is a shortage of
workers and that seniors have so much
to add in terms of their skills and their
expertise to filling that need that it is
not only the fair thing to do, it is the
right thing to do.

We need these workers if they want
to. We need them to stay in the work-
force. The least we could do is make
the tax code neutral to that decision
rather than penalizing them for stay-
ing in the workforce, at least now as
they consider whether they are going
to work or whether they are going to
enjoy their retirement, they do not
have to take a look at the tax code and
see, now, what does the tax code want
me to do and how many hours does it
want me?

What a ridiculous process to go
through. It is the fair thing to do; it is
the right thing to do. Again | think as
the chairman pointed out, when you
take a look at what we are doing with
Social Security, the lockbox this past
year, not spending one dollar of the So-
cial Security surplus and dedicating
that all to paying down the debt, we
are doing a number of things that are
starting to shore up and save Social
Security so that we can address the
next issue which the chairman is also
working on with a great passion which
is doing the fundamental reforms to
ensure that this program will not only
be there for the seniors of today but for
the baby boomers of tomorrow and for
our Kkids.

So we really are taking a step by step
approach. | again appreciate the work
that the chairman is doing there and
also appreciate the chairman’s support
for one little thing, we call it the work-
er right to know. Again it is an issue of
the American people deserve to know
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how much money we are putting into
Social Security and one of the things
that is kind of a little bit of misin-
formation out there is all the workers
get their W-2 at the end of the year and
they see the portion that they have
paid in and it is a pretty good size
number, it is 6.5 percent of what they
have made, they say, wow, that is my
Social Security contribution. That is
the money that was sent to Wash-
ington for me.

What they do not recognize and what
they do not know is that for every dol-
lar that they paid in, their employer
was forced to match that, and so really
it is 13 percent of their income is com-
ing here for Social Security, sup-
posedly with their name on it.

Mr. SHAW. | think that is something
that people sort of miss, that kind of
goes over their head, because Social
Security, both the employer and the
employee’s portion of it is part of the
compensation of the American worker,
so they are paying in, | think it is 12.4
percent of their wages is going into the
Social Security Administration. That
is plenty high. When you start think-
ing about it, particularly for low-wage
people, we can save Social Security
without in any way raising that tax,
and it would be wrong to raise that tax.
We do not need to tax American work-
ers one dime more and we can save So-
cial Security just by getting busy and
doing it.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Most
people do not realize that that tax was
2 percent to start with. It is up to 13
percent now. It has been raised eight
times since 1939. That is atrocious. You
are absolutely right that we should
never ever increase that. In fact, we
ought to start decreasing it. Most of
the options show the way to do that.

Mr. SHAW. Actually under the Ar-
cher-Shaw bill which you pointed to
earlier, it would be many years from
now, but the future Congress could
many years from now actually reduce
that tax substantially and still keep
Social Security fully funded and pay-
ing out the benefits for all times.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Our
seniors are paying a penalty, a severe
penalty today, where they are paying a
33 percent tax really on their earnings.
Some of them because of the situation
are as high as 80 percent tax bracket,
marginal tax bracket. So they are real-
ly getting penalized. | think it is a
credit to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. SHAW) and the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ARCHER) that we sent the
President a clean bill, and | have to
tell you that we got a clean bill out of
the House.

You will admit that. There is nothing
else on it. It is an elimination of the
Social Security earnings penalty. He
has promised to sign that bill if it
reaches his desk without other provi-
sions. However, I am a little worried
about the Senate. Some of the Senate
Democrats are claiming that they
would like to offer amendments to end
the penalty on seniors. Although we
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have bipartisan support, some Demo-
cratic obstructionists want to alter the
core objectives.

I think we should all plead with our
friends across America to write their
Senators and tell them we do not need
an amendment to this Freedom to
Work Act because we want the Presi-
dent to sign it, and he said he would if
it comes out clean. | am hopeful, 1
think it is Senator ASHCROFT that has
submitted the bill over there and Sen-
ator LOTT says that they are going to
push for expeditious passage. | look
forward to a big signing with the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. SHAW) of the
total bill when it is done. Your men-
tion that it will take effect retro-
actively is exactly correct, January 1,
this year.

Mr. SHAW. | am sure that we will all
be in the Rose Garden smiling together
with the President and be there when
he signs it. | am certainly looking for-
ward to that day.

| again want to congratulate you and
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
PETERSON), your original cosponsor in
carrying this through. I want to con-
gratulate the entire House on the deco-
rum we had today. There was a little
fringe politics, a little boxing going in.
I felt a couple of jabs coming from the
other side but on the whole the debate
was of the highest caliber | have ever
seen, just like a fresh air blowing
through this institution. I made note
during the debate that people tuning in
and looking at it would think they
were looking at another parliamentary
body somewhere else and not here in
Washington at the United States Con-
gress. This was certainly one of the fin-
est days that | have seen. My congratu-
lations to you.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. It is a
rare day in Washington.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Again | would like
to express my appreciation to my two
colleagues for sponsoring it and mov-
ing this bill forward. | think the reason
we had such a great debate on the floor
today is that Members on both sides of
the aisle recognized that it was the
right thing to do.

The end result is we have provided
seniors the opportunity to continue
doing what many of them want to do,
which is to continue working because
they love their jobs and in many cases
they are in professions where they can
mentor, train, and teach young people.
This provides a wonderful avenue to
keep those skills and those resources in
the workplace. Congratulations to my
colleague from Texas for spearheading
this effort and getting it done. Now we
will watch as we see what we can do to
move it over to the other body.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. | ap-
preciate the support of the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA). | yield
to the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. There are a
lot of parents of this bill. The gen-
tleman from Texas is one of those par-
ents. This is something that has been
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in the works with bills introduced for
the last 15 or 16 years trying to correct
an injustice.

It is interesting it has taken us this
long. Then there is a unanimous vote
to move ahead. When it is an injustice
and it is moving ahead with fairness,
then | think there is a general attitude
in this Chamber when it is reasonable,
when it is fair, when it is getting rid of
something that is unjust, then it is
very good.

I would just say there is another pro-
vision that | hope we can move ahead
with in terms of fairness, in terms of
encouraging individuals to work, and,
that is, to increase benefits for individ-
uals that, at age 65, decide to delay
taking those Social Security benefits.
And so if they wait a year, they should
end up with more benefits. It is called
delayed retirement credit. A provision
of this bill that would make an 8 per-
cent increase in benefits for every year
was an amendment that | hoped to in-
corporate in this bill someplace along
the line.

| talked to the White House, the
President has agreed to it, the Demo-
crats and Republicans have agreed to
it. The actuaries at the Social Security
Administration have suggested that it
does not cost money because actually
it might save money encouraging indi-
viduals that want to delay taking So-
cial Security to have an increased ben-
efit later on, to make it actuarially
sound. Another point that | think is
important in this issue is that widows
eventually would have the higher ben-
efit when they become widows. This
kind of action, the kind of piecemeal
approach of sending one bill at a time
to the President | think is the right
policy decision, so you can measure the
merits, the pros and cons of each pol-
icy. Again my congratulations and
thanks to the gentleman from Texas
for having this hour.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. | ap-
preciate those comments. Do you want
to tell people what the percentage is
right now, because you are not raising
it very much.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Right now
under the legislation as we amended it
in 1983, it started at 2 percent per year
increase after age 65, then it went to 4.
This year it is going to 6 percent. The
amendment that | have proposed would
move it up to 8 percent, which is the
actuarially sound amount. If you are
going to live an average life span, then
it is reasonable if you put off taking
benefits and continue working, con-
tinuing paying the FICA tax to support
Social Security, it ends up ultimately
being somewhat of an advantage and so
moving that 8 percent per year up until
you are age 70 is a reasonable step to
take.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. But
what you are saying, they will get
their money back where they are not
now.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Especially if
you exercise and you live longer than
the average, then you of course are
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going to get more than your money
back. So everybody should exercise, all
seniors should contribute to the work-
force and contribute their talents, now
they can do it under this legislation.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. We can
all live to be 100 and earn our Social
Security benefits, right?

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. It is so in-
teresting. | chaired the Social Security
task force. The futurists for health
care are suggesting that within 25
years, anybody that wants to live to be
100 years old would have that option.
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Within 35 to 40 years, anybody that
wants to live to be 120 years old will
have that option. This is just another
signal that everybody, especially
younger people, better save now, so

save and invest now, because who
knows what medical technology is
going to do.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Well, |
thank the gentleman for joining us
today. | would just like to say that |
want to repeat that this legislation
will take effect retroactively, from
January 1 of this year, which is impor-
tant to a lot of seniors. That means
you can go to work right now.

Republicans agree, we have got to set
in motion steps to reform Social Secu-
rity overall. | think the gentleman is
involved in some issues like that. | can
think of no better way than by repeal-
ing the Social Security earnings limit
as a start.

I always tell people, you know, I
fought in two wars, Korea and Viet-
nam, for freedom; and | think that that
entitles our seniors the freedom to
earn the savings they have been put-
ting away and paying for during their
years of employment, year after year.

I think Nick probably agrees with
me, America’s seniors need, want, and
deserve a penalty elimination. No more
penalties. This is a day of freedom. I
salute the gentleman and all America.
Thank you.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Sam, every-
body salutes you. You are a great
American and a great veteran.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KUYKENDALL). The Chair reminds all
Members that it is not in order in de-
bate to refer to other Members by their
first names.

A CRISIS IN THE JUSTICE SYSTEM
IN AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. OWENS) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, today was
a historic day; and | join my colleagues
on the other side in celebrating the
passage of the Senior Citizens’ Free-
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dom to Work Act. It is a great achieve-
ment. We all should be quite proud of
it. | congratulate my colleagues. It was
a bipartisan achievement, and we
should all celebrate it and also take
the next step. My colleagues on the
other side of the aisle said we should
take steps to reduce the Social Secu-
rity tax as soon as possible, so | hope
that that is going to be somewhere in
the proposed budget proposals and ap-
propriations proposals, that we will
begin to take back, roll back, the in-
crease in the payroll taxes.

The payroll taxes represent the larg-
est increases in taxes over the last 2
decades. So we heard our colleagues on
the Republican side say they think it
ought to be rolled back. We want to en-
dorse that wholeheartedly. Let us roll
back the payroll tax and lower the
taxes that people pay for Social Secu-
rity.

The immortal words of Thomas Jef-
ferson kept ringing in my ears as | lis-
tened to the debate today, “‘life, liberty
and the pursuit of happiness,” the
right to life, liberty and the pursuit of
happiness.

In affirming the fact that we want to
take care of our senior citizens, we say
we want to have more life, longer life,
and we are all in favor of that. Life is
sacred; and all over the world | think
there is no ideology, no political phi-
losophy at this point and no religion
that condones irreverence for life.

Reverence for life exists everywhere.
No political party anywhere in the
world openly says that some people
should be destroyed and others should
be kept in existence anymore. Rev-
erence for life is there. We hope that
the reverence for life, although there
might be a debate about when life be-
gins, how early it begins, whether
there is life as we know it in the womb,
or afterwards, all of those debates are
debates where we respect each other’s
opinions and ought to work that out.
But certainly once a human being is
here, reverence for that life ought to
exist.

As we practice law enforcement, as
we practice law enforcement we must
all bear that in mind, that no one can
be careless about another human
being’s life.

I am going to be on the floor dis-
cussing the Congressional Black Cau-
cus alternative budget. | have said be-
fore that everything that we do in this
Congress relates to the budget, and cer-
tainly the Social Security and the roll-
back of taxes is one item that we shall
propose in our Congressional Black
Caucus alternative budget. We will be
dealing with many other subjects, edu-
cation, housing, health, health care,
economic development, livable commu-
nities, foreign aid, welfare, low-income
assistance, juvenile justice and law en-
forcement.

This last item, juvenile justice and
law enforcement, was placed in the top
priorities of the Congressional Black
Caucus alternative budget preparation
process by the gentlewoman from
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